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j Two purposes guided this study: to examine high 
school ^administrators' uses, if any, of the Pennsylvania 
communication credential in teacher employment and to examine the 
attitudes and employment experiences of communication-credentialed 
teachers in order to discover what differences their new credential 
made in their teaching assignments. During the summer and fall of 
1976, questionnaires mailed to 52 administrators and 31 teachers 

^certified in communication asked respondents to evaluate the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education *S/Standards 1 and 2 of the 
communication credential in comparisoX with the comprehensive English 
credential. In response, the eight administrators who had had . 
experience with communication-certified teachers agreed that the 
teachers were "more able" or "equally able" to perform their teaching 
duties, as compared to English-certified teachers, while most of the 
31 responding teachers felt that they were tr*ained "better than" cr 
"as well as" English teachers- Exception;^ to these generalizations 
were in the fields of historical foundations of language,^ syntactical 
skills, and literary works. (Appendixes contain questionnaires and 
related material.)^ (JP) 
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Summary 

Questionnaires distributed to high schocl administrators (N=52) and to 
teachers certified in Ccminunication (I\=31) during the sur^Ttier and fall of 1976 
asked respondents to evaluate the Pennsylvania Departinent of Education's (PDE) 
Standards ^ and II of the CoOTTiunication credential as compared to the Comprehensive 
English credential. Contents of Standard I which were evaluated included 
**under standing the communication process, the processes of language learning, 
the; historical development and present characteristics of the English language, 
the appreciation of r^nresentative and appropriate works from a variety of 
literature" as well as the "ability to listen., observe and speak effectively in 
formal and informal situat ions ; . to read critically and v^rite effectively for 
varying purposes, and K^- assist students in intergrating their communication skills 
and concepts with varieties of experiences," Evaluations were also made of 
Standard II which reads as follows; "Concentrated study in one or more of the 
following areas: linguistic science,, speech, literature, writing, journalism, 
theatre, and non-print media." 

Usable responses were received from eight administrators and 31 teachers, 
but two of the Communication-credentialed teachers did not have jobs; therefore, 
they did not respond to the job-related questions on their questionnaires. Of the 
33 colleges and universities authorized to offer the Communication credential, it 
was estimated (from postmarks) tliat only ten responded to the survey. 

Only eight of< the 52 high sciiool administrators had liad experience working 
with Communication-certified teachers. (Generally, these eight agreed tliat 
Communication teaclicrs were "more able" or "equally able" to perform their 
teaching duties as compared to teachers certified in Comprehensive English. 
Exceptions to tliis generalization were in tlie liistorical foundations of language 
and the syntactical skills where six of the eight administrators felt that 
Communication teachers were "not so well trained" as English teachers. -Three of 
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Che eight adninistrators reported that they used Standard IT in making 
teaching assignments , ' i 

Most of the 31 teacliers vjho completed the questionnaire felt that they 
were "better trained" or trained "as well as" English teachers in the Standard I 
area, and they felt thc^t their students accepted them "better than" or "as 
well as" English teachers. Only nine and eight of the 31 teachers, respectively, 
felt that they were not so well ^educated as English teachers in "historical 
foundations of language" and "appropriate works from a variety of literature," 

Soec^ial "test" questions on contents showed that responses to tliose questions 

/ 

-revealed a v;eakness in historical foundations and syntax identif icacion but not so 
pronounced a weakness Ln literature. Only three of the 31 teachers indicated that 
Standard II liad not been used in their teaching assignments; the rest noted that 
Standard IL had been used "heavily" o-r'^^'some" in the determination of their teaching 
assignments. 

Results of this, survey suggest that within the next two years (1) administrators 
need to increase their awareness and utilization of Communication credential; (2) a 
more systematic comparison between English and Communication-certified teachers 
needs to be made.' Sampled teachers ' attitudes toward their preparation pro-grams J .- 
and their on-the-job experiences under one or the other of the credentials should 
be pivotal to the study; (3) more sophisticated evaluation procedures need to be 
devised for this proposed study; and (4) funds sufficient to insure a thorough 
statistical treat^ient of data collected must be provided if the results of the 
study are to have any impact on future certification programs in Pennsylvania. 



Conmiunication Certification: A Survey 
Edward R. Fagan 
The Pennsylvania State University 

J* 

Background 

Student agitation in the late sixties and early seventies for "relevant, 
personal and marketable" contents in high school English programs culminated 
with a Fennsylvania-Department-of-Education approved teacher certification progrim 
labeled "Comniunication. " The Cpmmunication credential was reconunended as an 
alternative to the Comprehensive English credential and was deemed necessary to 
counter what high school administrators regarded as the overemphasis on literature 
so characteristic of prospective English teachersV certification programs. 

The Communication program was carefully planned and incorporated recommendations 
made by high school teachers and administrators as well as those by college 
professors from disciplines related to the proposed program, for example, 
linguistics, speech, non-print media and the like. These recommendations were 
gathered over a two-year period at a series of regional meetings focused on the 
alternative credential which were attended by all interested and potentially 
affected parties. IvHiile some participants at all these meetings defended the 

Comprehensive English program as adequate , most of those in attendance felt that 

/ 

the Communication program should be tried to see if prospective teachers who ^ 

completed it would be better prepared to teach expanded communication contents 

such as: dialecfts, non-pfint media', advertising and career education. 

/ By 1970, tie Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) had ^^athered enough info: 

motion from its regional hearings to empanel a review committee of teachers, / 
/' ^ / / 

professors, educational administrators and PDE personnel who were charged to suggest 

any final changes for a seV of proposed standards for the Communication program./ 

■ I ' ■ . / 

After minor changes, the panel unanimously endorsed the following recommendations 

which are the current st^andards for the fulfillment of the Communication credential: . 



STA^^DARD I 
Demonstration of: 

A. Understanding of the nature and functions of the communication 
process. 

B. Understanding of the processes of language learning and the . . 
development of language and communication skills. 

C. Understanding of the historical development and present 
characteristics of the English language. ■ 

D. Understanding and appreciation of representative and appropriate 
works from a variety of literature. 

E. Ability > to listen, observe, and speak effectively, in informal 
and formal situations. 

T, Ability to read critically and write effectively for varying 
purposes- 

G. An ability to assist students in integrating their communication 
skills and concepts with varieties of experiences. 

STANDARD II 

Concentrated study in one or more of the following areas: linguistic 
science; speech; literature; writing; journalism; theatre, and non- 
pri.iit media. 

By 1975, thirty-three Commonwealth colleges and universities had PDE-approved 
Communication programs, that is, programs which met the above-listed standards. * 
The PDE-approval was granted after the Department reviewed recommendations for. 
such approval by on-site program evaluation teams consisting of teachers, 
administrators and college professors. These teams carefully reviewed each.coUege 
criteria for the fulfillment of each Communication standard, interviewed facuit\^ 
members and students involved with the program, visited classrooms , laboratories V 
and public schools where program participants were working and recommended no > \ 
approval, short range approval or long range approval—the latter a five-year ^ 
limitation. In the case of a short range approval, the team could recommend 
another on-site evaluation within one or two years with the option of then 
granting 'a five-year approval provided that recommendations for strengthening the 
program (the basis for the short range approval) had^b^en carried out. 
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An arbitrary estiniane of the number of Comniunicat ion-credent ialed teachers ' 
within the Conimonweal th in June, 1975 (the beginning date for this study) would 
place that number somewhere between 150 and 200. These lir^.ited numbers are a 
function of the late start for the Program (most institutions received PDE- 
approval after 1972) and. the diminishing enrollments in all teacher education 
programs but,' particularly, in English and related areas. Granting the small ^ 
potential sample, it still seemed worthwhile to examine administrators' and 
teachers* attitudes about the Communication credential as compared to their 
attitudes about the Comprehensive English credential. 

Purposes - 

There were two purposes for this study: first, to examine school administrator 
uses, if any, of the Communication credential in teacher employment and, secondly, 
to examine the attitudes and emplo>Tnent experiences of Communicat ion-credent ialed 
teachers to discover what differences, if any, their new credential had on their 
teaching assignments. 

Limitations . . 

Information reported about the above-listed purposes should be cautiously 
interpreted due to the following limitations of this study: 

(1) . Sample size — while the number of administrators (N=52) seemed 

sufficient for stati'^tical treatment, the fact that few administrators 
from urban schools were included in the sample meant that 
administrators who most strongly endorsed the alternative credential 
.were not represented. Similarly, the newness of the Program limited 
the number of. Communication-credentialed teachers who could, be 
sampled, 

(2) Treatment of data — the small numbers involved in both samples 
(administrators/teachers) precluded use of the important "signif icance- 
of-dif f erence" data treatments; consequently, only percentages could 

be used to report findings, and those percentages should be cautiously 
reviewed within the limited contexts from which they were derived. 



questionnaires '^^-r .ijr;i:iisr r,::: ... ::s , _ 1 . ii^r-s, zr.C: cz.\^: icr ^...r'^unic::::: lon- 

car^jc ^rcos fcr r:;is :..:u:y. "S: rJs" as aisplay^c in bcrh q;..::.i i.o-naircs 

had varia_::ians vhic:- ..^rcLirrcJ cnly i:: rl.-^ r jesL i;:n-lLtjr;s Ire::; c', •:or eMa:::plo:, 

in ci.e aa:::ini/i 1 r.it:orr:.' ana ro-a^hers^ c^.^sr ionnaircs v^re as iollcv;s: 

Ah c^r-pared Haylish reachors, C j:::nanicar l^n icachers 
(Aar^in i :^rraL r; a/'aarsuanvi lAu: avV—.-ai aat 11::: ::ruv.css 

(a) burrvjr (b) as v;;rll as (z) nor' so vroa: as Enrlish reacher 

As a coa.a:aniaa: ion raachar, .:o yau feel, rhar ycu '.-ndersrand 
riia ca.^rainicar iaa :^rocass 

v:eaa:.ar; 

(a; bcurar ^b" .^s veil as (c) nor 'so v;ell iln^lisii reacher 
"l"a JcrSLaniina rba Lur^nualc ar i an 'y ra r ess" is rhe otancara ro b.- evalaared 
by bor:: :^rjays, .ini eaah of the S^anaaras (inclaain^ Srandard II) bad i:6rr:ars 
... s L:.. i 1 a r r o ^ r o r. a a o \* a . 

Tv;o -r. aps reac!;ars eairaiicd ia sur^ner aai.rses a: Taa bannsylvania Brare 
Universitv 1:^73) vara asca Lv. pr^^resi ::ha raac::^rs' caes cianna Ircs . Taey 
described lAj aircarians for rha coriplot: ion of the qacsrioanaire as ■A:Iaar/' 
the icens an-a:;bii;uv:-..a , and the instrunaat ■ ready for ::aailia^;. rorr:ac: s iitilar it ies 
berJ:^•een the t^a.rhers' and adi.;i ais t ra t ors ^ :-.uest ionna ireS pror'.ptad the arbitrary 
juduu^ent that pratcstlnj; aa:::i nistrators ' quastlonnairaS' v;aald be aaaecessary , 
in Aii.aiSt, iV73. letters vara sent to the Directors of TtaciK-r dlacerient 
at eaca of the 3'3 coIic/.e., idcv\t 1 : Led by PDh as h,:vina aa ..pj^rovad : -..acher 
Lraini];^ pri.a.ra:.: lor .:.n\:::ual.Mt ion . TheSe leLLers l^rLe:":'. describe,: riie study 
and asked for Uiro^L^rs* co.ajeratlon ia i dear iA */ : ay, aaa farvairdiay i' :ive a: their 
CoiuiTiun icat i va^-^c rL-d eiA i a 1 od }.;r.iaaa tos , ihc c|iiosr nan-;.; iaa' and :;ia t r A: : ^; lar i la; 
return. Tiie 'Mry.ict ^) v;aro also asked Lv) :'or\^:,i:-d cho q Lies t ionna i r ,an; th - return 
&f niateriaJs to ..ppropriate sources (lieaa" of dn-l.ish aval/or Co:t::uiai f ■ r ion department) 
•if Xhey tha::^s-ives ^ca-e un.-bK.- to ichaitifv recear yradaat.-s vitii Cha :;.ain ica t ion 
^ cert 1 1" icates . 9 
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Administrators^ questionnaires were distributed by hand at the July, 1975, 
Pennsylvania School Administrators' Conference held at The Pennsylvania State 
University. After a brief explanation of the purposes of the study, 52 
administrators completed the questionnaire. Although there were 119 administrators 
in accandence^ only those who had secondary school responsibilities completed 
the questionnaire. Of those administrators who had secondary responsibilities one 
questionnaire item further reduced the size of the sample by specifying that if 
the administrator "had not employed teachers certified in Communication," he/she 
was to curn in the Answer Sheet. This specification reduced the number of 
admini.strators who completed all items on the questionnaire to eight. 

IBM Answer Sheets, machine-scored, were used to display all respondents' 
(administrators/teachers) percentages, item analyses, mean scores and standard 
deviations for each questionnaire item. Besides the questions on. each of the 
Communication Standards, there were five "test" items used to check teacher- 
respondents^ content in the g'eneral areas of communication , history of the English 
language, literature, and composition. These test items plus data about school 
size, location, public or private classification comprised the additional 
information sought via the questionnaire. 



Of the 52 administrators who responded to the questionnaire, 18 were 
superintendents, 23 were principals and 11 "other," probably curriculum supervisors 
or coordinator^ but not department heads (because that classification was not 
checked by these administrators). Ten of these administrators classified themselves 
as coming from urban districts, 17 from suburban and 23 from rural districts 
with the balance coming from "other." In other words, about 42 percent of the 
administrators came from districts which, by definition, had urged the adoption 
of the Communication credential over the Comprehensive English credential. 
Finally, 48 of the 52 administrators were from public schools and 34 of the 48 
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worked in districts with enrollrients between 1201 and 1500 pupils, s. „^n, 
implying that these adninistrators were within the group which supported the 
Consnunicat ion credential. 

Adninistrators asked it they had er^ployed Comnunication teachers replied 
40, "no"; S. "yes"; the other 4 of the 52 did not answer this question. To be 
fair to the administrators, one has to recognize that there were only 150-200 
Communication-certified teachers throughout the Commonwealth in 1975, so the 
probability of a random administrator employing a Communication teacher would .be 
very small. But among those administrators who had hired Communication teachers 
only 3 said that they had used Standard II of the credential in making teacher 
assignments. With respect to the other Standards, administrators' responses 
were so small and/or so evenly divided (4-3, 4-4) that it would be a distortion 
of fact to draw inferences about the significance of their choices. The one 
exception to this generalization (and one verified by the Communication teachers' 
responses) was to Item 11 where administrator's felt that Communication teachers 
"were not so well trained" as English teachers to "understand appropriate works 
from a variety of literatures." Six of the eight administrators checked that 
negative judgment. 

The 31 teachers who responded to the questionnaire represented perhaps 10 of 
the 33 colleges authorized to grant the Communication credential. Ten is an 
inference drawn from postmarks and from statements by colleges (Lafayette College, 
for example;^ which noted that while they are authorized to certify people in 
Communication, "however to date we do not have any graduates in this field." 

Of the 31 teacherl respondents, 23 were female; 8, male; 5 worked in "urban" 
schools, 12 in "suburban," 12 in "rural," and 2 in "other"; 26 of them worked in 
"public" schools, 2 in "parochial," and 3 in "other"; 25 of them worked in junior- 
senior high schools with populat ions between 901-1500 for Grades 7-12; one worked 
in a school with a population of less than 600 students and 5 worked in schools 
with populations of 601^900 in Grades 7-12. 
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Of Che 29 teachers vho responded to the question as to whether or not they 
vere asked at the tinie of their interview about the differences between 
Coinmunication and Comprehensive English certification, 17 (5S.6 percent) said 
that they were asked and 12 (41.4 percent) said that they were not. Asked how 
heavily their work in Standard II of the Corrjnunication credential was used in 
their assignment of teaching duties,. 11 (35.5 percent) checked "heavily," 15 
(41.4 percent) checked "some," and 3 (9.7 percent) checked "not at all." 

Communication teachers^ responses to items pertinent tp Standard I were 
as expected with two exceptions, the exceptions being their judgments about 
their "understanding of the historical development^^oT the English language" and 
their "understanding of appropriate works from a variety of literatures." The 
"expected" responses for the other items were that they felt they were educated 
"better" or "as well as" English teachers in "language learning and communication 
skills, the communication process" and all other Standard I criteria. Even in 
the two previously noted exception areas, only 9 (29.0 percent) and 8 (25.8 percent) 
of the sampled teachers, respectively, felt that they were ^^not so well" educated 
as English teachers in those areas. Their judgments are somewhat supported by 
sampled teachers' responses to questionnaire "test" items 17 and 18 which dealt 
with syntax identification and Grimm's Responses to syntax identification 
showed 17 (55 percent) of the sampl^e missing that: similarly 14 (45 percent) 
missed the Grimm's law question. But only 10 (33 percent) of the sample missed 
the "test" literature question. The other two "test" qu'istions on communication 
and expository writing were correctly answered by over 60 percent of the sampled 
teachers. 

The last item on the teacher questionnaire asked respondents to identify the 
concentration area (linguistics, speech, etc.) used to fulfill Standard IT of the 
Communication requirement. Standard II specifies "one or raore" concentration areas, 
but most teachers in the sample identified only one area. Apparently, however, ; 
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one or more colleges in the Pittsburgh area (postmark identification) are 
requiring their Communication students to use two or more areas for ..their 
concentration because six of the 29 teacher respondents from that area identified 
two or more concentration ar al listing for concentrations was as 

follows: linguistic scic^ ;| 13), literature (13), writ* .2), 

journalism (3),. theatre (2), nuu- print (1). 

Discussion 

It is important to keep in mind the limitations of this survey (sample sizes, 
no statistical treatment of data) in the material which follows, Concerning the 
administrators, it's worth noting that only 8 of the 52 sampled had worked with 
Communication-certified teachers. While it's true that the number of such 
teachers is small another facet of these' data was that about -25 percent of the / 
administrators were unaware of the fact that there was a Communication credential. 
Since, historically, administrators were the catalysts in PDE's development of 
the credential, and since a good number of the sampled administrators came from 
large school districts where such a credential was proposed as a better alternative 
to the Comprehensive English Certificate, it's hard to explain why school 
administrators, are not more informed about the credential . 

Concerning the teachers, it's worth noting that, they identify their - 
certification program as being '^better*' than or equal to that provided for 
Comprehensive English teachers. They also feel that their students consider them 
•'better than" or "equal to" English teachers in the performance of their teaching 
duties. Their judgments about these comparisons hold up pretty well when "test", 
items are used for verification except in ; the history of language and syntax 

I ■- • X 

areas. The test items themselv^esT^ were somewhat arbitrary an d might be faulted 

for nit-picking, that is, they are low lejrel/^Bloom taxbnomic reference) recall/ 
recognition items; they seemed to the researcher , however , to deal with^-con tents 



ERIC 



fundamental to the" Standard I Communication category for which they were 
designed. Assumed with ^those test items was that anyone who studies Communicati^on 
as a discipline would know the Shannon-Weaver model for same; that anyone who ~ ' 
studied the history of the English language would recognize the contents of- 
Grimm's law; , these, however, may he sweep--* • assumptions which need to-be tested 
more systematically, ^ j 

Concerning Standard II of the Communication credential, it is somewhat/ 
surprising to find so many Communication teachers selecting the literature 
concentration when, as previously noted, it was exactly the overspecial ization 
in that^ concentration which move^ administrators to propose the Communication 
credential. Also surprising were the small numbers of teachers identifying ^: 
theatre and non-print concentrations since these two areas are important segments 
of new textbooks for , teaselling not only communication but also English. Writing 
is also low as an area of concentration and, given the current public opinion 
about the necessity for improvement in writing, perhaps colleges which offer the 
Communication credential should alert prospective Communication . teachers to that 
"basic" as a possible area for the enhancement of their 'job prospects. 

V . . . - 

Conclusion s ^ . 

From-the foregoing information (keeping in mind the limitations of the study)" 
one might draw the following conclusions: 

1. The Communication credential — its purposes, st'andards, and uses — needs 
to be more widely advertised among Commonwealth administrators if it is 

^ ever to challenge the Comprehensive English credential. 

2. Teachers certified in Communication seem to fieel that they hold equal 

status wi th teachers certif ied in C omprehensive Kngl-fg}^. -a mmparative 

study of the two groups needs to be made using a larger sample, 
statistical treatment of data and funding to support the costs of the 
development of a valid and reliable instrument to make such a comparison. 

- ; •- — ^ -^^- T ^ i: - 



3. Clusters of evaluation techniques (observations, academic content, 
student -judgments) need to factored into any valid judgment 
about the worth of either or both certification credentials. 

4. Content' and pe^rformance criteria used in methods courses required 

■ ■ / 

for both credentials need to be examined to see whether or not there 
are signifies :ontent differences in those courses as well as in 
other c( ill courses such that one could justify separate 

credentialiii^!, Communication and Cotrprehensive English teachers. 

The ultimate test of any credential is whether it delivers what it promises 
Up to this point the issue of the values of the, two credentials remains in doubt 
But with the growing numbers of Communication teachers a good start on the 
answer to^ the credential question should be available provided that the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education or other suitable agency can find the 
necessary funds for such a study. 
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Administrator Respondent 

N*52 ^ . . , 

On the top of your Answer Sheet, please identify your school or district. 

1. Position of person completing this questionnaire * 
(a) Superintendent 18 (b) Principal 23 (c) Dept . Head 0 (d) Other 11 

2. Classification of District ' 
(a) Urban 10 (b) Suburban 17 (c) Rural 23 (d) Other 2 

3. Type of School(s) 

(a) Public 48 (b) Parochial 1 (c) Private 1 (d) Other 2 

4. Approximate number of students enrolled in Grades 7-12. ^ • 
(a) 0-600 3 (b) 601-900 6 (c) 901-1200 5 (d) 1201-1500 34 (d) above 1500 2 

No response 2 

Part I 

5. Have you employed teachers certified in Communication? 
(a) yes 8 (b) no '^0 No response 2 

If your answpr o item 5 was **no/' disregard the rest of the items and turn 

in your Answoi Sheet. - - 

If your answer to Item'5 was "yes/' please complete the rest of the 

questionnaire. ' ^ 

N=8 

6. Do you consider the Communication teacher you hired to be 

(a) v?.ore able 1 (b) equally able 7 , (c) less able 0 than English teachers in 
their teaching' of English? 

7. Has your school (district) used Communication teachers' Standard II concen- 
trat Ml in assigning teaching responsibilities to Communication teachers? 

(a) 'S (b) no 6 ^ ^ 1 

8. As c:~-''.ir2d ro English teachers, Communication teachers L:;derstand the 
communirni:! i process , 

^. (a) b-itc-r 'I (b) as well as 5 (c) not so well as 0 English teachers 

9. As compuirec to English teachers, Communication ueachers" understand language 
learnir^ ar:, : communication skills - :. 
(a) bt:i:.ter (b) as well as 6 (c) not so well as 0 English teachers 

10. As comp -' to English teachers,' Communication teachers understand the 
histr t ievelopment and present characteristics of the English language 
(^) ' - Co) as well as 6 - (c) not so well as 1 English teachers 

11. As cor ■ ' to English teachers. Communication teachers understand appropriate 
works a variety of literature 

(a) " 0 (b) as well as 5 (c) r.r t so well as 0 Eng lish teachers • 

12. As CO: ireH to English teachers, Coininur_lcation teachers have the ability to 
listd/i ...id >eak in informal and forina situations 

' (a) ; rter j (b) as well as 5 (c) no: so well as 0 English teachers 

13. As CO: .Tzid ::o English teachers. Communication teachers have the ability to 
read criLica.lly and write effectively 

(a) better ^ (b) as well as 6 (c) not so well as 1 English teachers No response 

14. As comparr o English teachers. Communication teachers have the ability to 
assist srj. -.tis to intergrate communication skills 

(a) bet ri (b) as well as 3 (c) not so well as 1 English teachers 

^5 High sr: students* attitudes toward Communication teachers as contrasted 

^reK-Engi. isb r6SLTilrgrsrT"eTid-r~on^^r\iB-'\5^^^ ■ r~ 

(a) more favorable 2 (b) the same as. 5 (c) less favorable 1 

. / 17- 
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16. As compared to English teachers, Communication teachers' teaching techniques 
in a given class period tend to be 

(a) more varied 3 (b) the same as 3 (c) less varied 1 than those used by 
English teachers No response 1 

17. Students* acquisition of writing skills as taught by teachers of Communication 
as compared, to teachers of English tend to be 

(a) better 1 (b) the same as 5 (c)'less than 1 skills acquired in English 
classes No response 1 



/ ■■• 
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Teacher Respondent 

N=31 . . ' 

Personal Data 

You^ Sex 

(A^ Female 23 (B) Male 8 ' . 

C]fassif ication of your school district 

(/A) Urban 5 (B) Suburban 12 (C) Rural 12 (D), Other 1 No response 1 
/Type of school 

' (A) Public 26 (B) Parochial 2 (C) Private 1 (D) Other 0 No response 2 
Approximate number of students enrolled in Grades 7-12 

(A) 0-600 1 (B) 601-900 3 (C) 901-1200 7. (D) 1201-1500 10 (r> abn 1500 
No response 2 

Professlouai Data 

Al ^ ■ interview for your present position, were you asked about the differences 
between a teacher certified "in" Comihuni^^^ in Comprehensi.ve 

English? 

(A) Yes 12 (B) No 17 No response 2 . ' 

Do you consider yourself to be (as compared to Comprehensive English teachers) 
(A) more able 9 (T) equally able 16 (C) less able 5 to fulfill your teaching 
duties? No response 1 

To what extent was your area of concentration (Standard II) used in the 
assignment of your' reaching responsibilities? ■ 

(A) heavily 11 (B) some .13 (C) not at all 3 No response 2 • 

As a communication reacher, do you feel that you understand the communication 
process 

(A) better (B) as well as 6 (C) T\ot so well as 0 English teachers? 

■As a communication teacher, do you understand language ■ learning and 

communication skills 
. (A) better 18 (B) as well as 12 (C) not so well as 0 .English teachers? 

No response 1 

As a communication te.cher, do you understand the historical development and 
present characteristics of the English language 

(A) better 8 (B) as well as 14 (C) not so well as 9 English teachers? 

As a communication teacher, do you understand appropriate works fro^i a 
variety "of literatures / 

(A) better 5 (B) as welNj. as 17 (C) not so well as 8 English teachers? ' 
No response 1 ' 

As a communication teacher, do you feel that^you have the .ability to listen, 
and speak in informal and formal situations 

(A) betrer 21 (B) as well as 10 ' (C) not so well as 0 English teachers? ' 

As a conrniunication teacher, do you feel that you .have the ability to read 
critically and write efjEectively ■ / . - • 

(A) better 8 (B) as well as 21 (C) not so well/ as 2 English teachers? 

As a communication teacher, do you feel that yoii have the ability to assist 
stiidertrs to intergrate communication skills ' 

(A) berter 26 (B) as well as 4 (C) not so well as 1 Englisn teachers? 

Froui y-jur observations, high school students' attitudes toward Communication 
teacher s as contrastr:? 1.. wi tJi. EagixsJx.Jteach.ers. .t£nd.^^.Qu.^t.he-.whol-e,-~4;49-:b€ - 



(A) more favorable 1- £) the same as 15 (C) less favorable 0 No response 1 

20 
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16. The Shannon-Weaver model is used. as one basis for teaching 

(A) writing 9 (B) mathematics 1 (C) chemistry 1. (D)^* communication. 18 

No response 2 " 

1/. Articulation of rounds Into nneaningf ul segment '' -ind the represent; ^ t of 
those .segment's in writing is one definition 

(A) morphemes 17 (B)* synr^-^ 11 (C) supras . itnls ^ u- ^'mpri .ition 0 

X8. Grimm's law deaii. ..ith 

(A) literary criticism 1 (B) vowel snifts 7 (C) transformations 7 
(D)^v consonant shifts 13 No response 4 

19. Transitional literature is a term use aynonymousiy with; 

(A)* adolescent literature 20 (B) clHLSsical literature 8 (C) epic literatur 
' (D) graffiti 0 No resporsse 1 ' . 

20, Unity, coherence and emphasis are usually associated with 

(A) creative writing 2 (B) journal j-otting 0 (C)^^ expository writing 29 

(D) happenings 0 ~ \ - 

21- U^aich of the Standard II emphases did you use to fulfill your Communication 
certification requirement? 
, (A) linguistic science 2 (B) .speech 13 (C) literature 13 (D) writing 2 

(E) journalism 3\ (F) theatre 2 (G) non-print media 1 (H) Other 0 



^^Indicates correct response 
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The Pennsylvania State University 

CHAMBl RS BUILDING 
UNIVURSITY PARK. PKNNSVLVANIA 16802 

( ollciicol iHlucalton A"8"st 10, 1976 

i iMKuluin and lnNimLii»>n . 

Dear Teacher-Placement Director: 

Please excuse the impersonality of this form letter, but' I am directing this 
letter to thirty-three colleges and universities who certify Communication teachers 
and trying to economize through this generalized format. 

Materials enclosed with this letter may be misdirected to you, that is, the 
chairpersons or htads of English and/or Communication departments might be a more 
appropriate source, but you alone would know best where the enclosures should be 
directed; . 

Target of the enclosed materials are five recent graduates of your institution 
who have completed certification requirements for the Communication teaching 
credential. According to Pennsylvania Department of, Education officials, the 
Communication credential has been operational since 1972, and the enclosed materials 
are an attempt to make a preliminary assessment of the credential's impact in the 
Commonwealth's secondary schools. - ; 

No institution will be identified in this study ,' nor will any questionnaire 
respondent be identified. Arionoymity will be preserved. 

A group of superintendents and high school principals have already completed 
the questionnaire and their responses will be compared to the responses made by 
recent graduatesof Commonwealth colleges and universities who have been certified 
as Communication teachers. > ; 

Given the foregoing information, will you please: 

1. . Address the five business envelopes enclosed to five of your 

recent graduates who have bee^n c^ertified as Communication teachers? . . 
(Any five, male or' female, l|f;st or worst will do.) ^ ; - . ' " 

, 2. If you can not do that, will you please forward the materials along ' ^ 

yith this c6vering letter and ask the Chairperson or Head of your ^ 
Eriglish/Commuhication department to address the five envelopes? 

Your patience and cooperation with my requests are deeply appreciated. 

■ , Very truly yours. 




Edward R. Fagan 
Professor of Language, Education 



ERF/cd: 



P.S. Copies of the completed study should be available after January 1, 1977 and 
may be requested,, by .writing to me at the above-listed address. 



Appendix D 

Colleges Authorized by PDE to 
Offer the Communication Credential 
• as of June, 1975 
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Allegheny College 

Bloomsburg State College 

Bucknell College 

Carlow College 

Carnegie-Mellon University 

Clarion State College 

Duq'uesne University 

East Stroudsburg State College 

Eastern College 

Elizabethtown College 

Franklin & Marshall College 

Grove City College 

Indiana University of Pennsylvania 

Kutztown State College 

Lafayette College 

Lock Haven State College 

Mansfield State College ' * 

The Pennsylvania State tjniversity 

/ 

;~Shippensburg 'State College 
SI ippery^ock^ State College 
Temple University 
University of Scranton 
Villanova University 
Westminster College 
York College 



Allentown College of St, Francis 
de Sales 

West Chester State College 

California State College 

University of Pittsburgh 

Point Park College 

University of Pittsburgh - 
Johnstown Campus 

Millersville State College 

Edinboro Stat^ College 
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